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Abstract 
This study sought to examine the correlation between active community group 
participation and Democratic voters' inclination to evaluate issues from a sociotropic 
{socially-interested) or pocketbook (self-interested) perspective. This study was conducted 
using a survey distributed to caucus-goers in two Iowa counties during the 2004 Democratic 
caucuses. While the study lends support to the hypothesis that union members and senior 
citizens who actively participate in community groups are more likely to evaluate issues from 
a sociotropic perspective than those with low participation in community group activities, the 
small degree of variation on the pocketbook/sociotropic question makes these results 
unreliable. A number offactors—ranging from characteristics shared by most Democratic 
caucus-goers to the prominent role the issue of "electability" played in the caucuses to certain 
features of the survey questions—probably contributed to the survey's overwhelming 
sociotropic response rate. This study does support findings from previous studies that voters 
typically default to sociotropic evaluations of issues. 
1 
Introduction 
Behavioral research in political- science is based in part on the premise that human 
behavior is predictable and that subsequent studies therefore, if replicated, should produce 
relatively similar results. Yet .this is col itical science and, as Henry Fairlie, (in quoting 
German chancellor Otto von Bismarck,) wrote in his 1977 article "The Politician's Art," the 
political world is full of imponderabilia, those kinds of unpredictable factors that 
unexpectedly appear out of the blue and take conventional wisdom by surprise. This study 
marks one of those tunes when human political behavior proved to be more "imponderable" 
than "predictable." 
This study originally set out to examine the correlation between community group 
membership and Democratic voters' inclination to evaluate issues from a sociotropic 
(socially-interested) or pocketbook (self-interested) perspective. The 2004 Iowa Democratic 
caucuses provided an excellent opportunity to study this relationship with real voters in an 
authentic political situation .that promised a high response rate. I created a survey, distributed 
over 1,200 copies to two counties in Iowa, and recollected them after the January 19 
caucuses. 
This study did not turn out as expected, however. While test surveys conducted with 
college students before the caucuses produced significant variation in answers on the 
measures testing for sociotropic and pocketbook perspectives on issues, the surveys 
completed by caucus-goers did not 93% of those who completed the survey at their 
caucuses selected the sociotropic option on each of the two major questions measuring for 
sociotropic and pocketbook inclinations. Another test survey with university students 
conducted one month after the caucuses reproduced the results of the first test survey. In the 
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end, January 19, 2004, turned out to be a bad day for both myself and former Vermont 
governor Howard Dean. Dean, who had been the Democratic front-runner for most of 2003, 
_won only 18% of the available delegates in Iowa and finished third behind.two surging 
senators, the eventual nominee John Kerry and John Edwards. At the same time, only 7% of 
my survey respondents answered at least one of the two key survey questions differently 
from the rest, dashing my hope for a meaningful statistical analysis of voter behavior that I 
could use in this study. 
What is left then is to explain why caucus-goers overwhelmingly selected sociotropic 
answers in completing their surveys. This paper argues that a number of factors combined to 
produce a high sociotropic response rate, including the similar characteristics of caucus 
attendees, the issues selected for use in questions on the survey, the choice of wording on 
some questions, and the role the issue of "electability" played in the 2004 caucuses. 
Although this survey did not produce enough variation on the dependent variable to 
lead to a confident verification of the study's hypotheses, the data does indicate that an 
individual who is an active participant in community group activities is also likely to evaluate 
issues from a sociotropic perspective. Still, one should remember that the low degree of 
variation on the question concerning sociotropic and pocketbook perspectives limits this 
study's ability to draw any solid conclusions from the data. 
3 
Background On the Sociotropic-Pocketbook Question 
It is common to hear observers of politics say voters decide whom to vote for based 
on factors of self-interest. The self-interested voter will compare choices in an election and 
select the candidate whose policies will potentially bring the voter the greatest personal 
benefit. while the particular benefit a voter is seeking may relate to a number of issues, it is 
generally assumed a large number of voters choose self-interestedly on issues related to their 
personal economic situation. For example, political pundits often emphasize the impact 
changes ~in tax policies and social programs will have on household economies and how they 
expect voters with an eye on their own finances to reward or punish candidates at the polls 
for supporting or opposing such changes. For this reason, voters who make electoral 
decisions based on self-interest are called pocketbook voters. 
Alternately, some voters will decide whom to vote for based on which candidate's 
policies they believe are in the best interests of society as a whole. Voters who make 
electoral decisions based on national or societal conditions are called sociotropic voters. 
Some issues, such as national security and "values" issues such as abortion or capital 
punishment, typically have a strong sociotropic dimension in that these issues personally 
affect relatively few people in a nation of millions. 
Still, these examples illustrate that few issues are strictly "pocketbook" or 
"sociotropic" in nature. For example, although most Americans approach the issue Of 
national security from a sociotropic perspective, there are some v~ho may relate to it as a 
pocketbook concern, such as those who live in an area they believe is at high risk for a 
terrorist attack or those who have a close acquaintance serving in the armed forces. While 
tax policy is often categorized as a pocketbook issue in which voters determine whether or 
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not they can afford a change in tax rates, it can also be presented as a sociotropic issue if 
people begin considering tax codes in the context of national economic conditions or on the 
overarching principle of fairness. In fact, even those who appear to have a logical 
pocketbook interest in an issue (senior citizens on the subject of Social Security, for 
example,) may actually be motivated to support the issue out of a more prominent sociotropic 
concern (as in a senior citizen who favors high Social Security benefits as a way to help 
ensure the financial well-being of the nation's retired population.) 
The reasons that encourage people to evaluate issues from either a sociotropic or 
pocketbook perspective is an important subject to study in political science. wlllle It is 
known that some voters are more sociotropically inclined than others as a matter of principle 
or depending on the issue, the reasons why they approach a political decision with either 
society's interests in mind or their own is less clear. To say voters will become pocketbook 
voters when their personal interests are at stake does not explain why some voters with a 
pocketbook concern remain motivated by sociotropic incentives. 
This research project approaches one particular dimension of the pocketbook-
sociotropic relationship. By focusing on the 2004 Iowa Democratic caucuses, this project 
examines a population composed of the Democratic party-in-the-electorate and asks whether 
membership in community groups is correlated with sociotropic evaluations of issues. This 
approach provides the opportunity to learn more about voters who claim allegiance to the 
Democratic Party as well as the influence that community group membership has on shaping 
citizens' political attitudes. 
This question is interesting for a number of reasons. First, the results of this study 
will help describe the political "power" of the Democratic Party and the ability of the party 
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organization. to orient its membership-in-the-electorate toward accomplishing party goals. 
Political commentators sometimes say the modern Democratic Party is a loose coalition of 
.special interests who place their pocketbook demands on the party ahead of the party's goal 
to form a winning electoral alliance through compromise (Freeman 330). These special 
interests are similar to the "factions" described as a danger to the republic by James Madison 
in Federal ist ~ 0. Factions presented a problem to Madison and others in the 1780s who were 
concerned that a democratic system of government would be susceptible to capture by a 
single faction. These factions would then use their authority to their own benefit at the 
expense of the public good. Madison argued, however, that the danger of factions would be 
diluted in an extended constitutional republic that created many centers of authority across 
many different interests. Factions would either be unable to gain positions of authority or 
find their self-interested intentions blocked by the actions of other factions. In this way, the 
influence of factions would be stemmed and the public good as manifested through 
compromise would emerge. 
Using Madison's arguments from Federalist 10, it would appear that a "factional" 
Democratic Party would not pose a significant problem for democratic government; in fact, a 
Democratic Party composed of many factions would seem to act in accordance with 
Madison's designs. Yet one can still argue that despite Madison's model, the factions 
composing the modern Democratic Party have not combined to produce a vehicle that 
promotes broad policies but have instead weakened the party in their narrow pursuit of self-
interest. In this regard it can be said the Democratic Party is losing its political "power" and 
its ability to pursue broader party goals. 
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Political philosopher Hannah Arendt dunes "power" as "the human ability not just to 
act but to act in concert." Arendt elaborates on this point by stating, "Power is never the 
property of an individual.. ,but belongs to a group and remains in existence only so long as 
the group keeps together" (143). Arendt contrasts the concept of power with the concept of 
"strength," which she dunes as an individual's ability to accomplish a goal. In politics, it is 
generally accepted that political goals can only be accomplished by persuading others to 
support you and act on your behalf, which requires a more dynamic interplay between 
interested parties than an individual's act to force another person to act based on their 
individual strength. Consequently, the creation of political power relies on interaction and 
compromise and the willingness to set aside one's immediate self-interested goals for more 
broadly defined social goals. 
Some argue today that the Democratic Party has lost the sense of power that drove the 
~Tew Deal coalition; instead, observers argue that the Democratic Party is simply a collection 
of interest groups {i.e., labor unions, African-American groups, feminist groups, etc.) that 
place their self-interested pocketbook demands ahead of the party. Consequently, these 
groups are acting from a position of individual "strength" rather than "power," with its 
hallmarks of compromise and coalition building. This arrangement could prove problematic 
for Democratic Party leaders in motivating members of the party-in-the-electorate to act on 
behalf of the greater social goals of the Democratic Party. (Conversely, some argue the 
Democratic Party is more focused on achieving sociotropic societal objectives than the 
Republican Party, which places greater emphasis on individualized initiative and issues 
framed as pocketbook issues such as tax relief.) This study hopes to add to the discussion 
about the sociotropic-pocketbook forces at play in the Democratic Party and help describe 
the interplay of "strength" and "power" in the political party. 
Second, the results of this study will contribute ~to the discussion about a sociological 
shift in the way Americans approach politics. Alexis de Tocqueville observed in Democracy 
In America that, "Citizens who are bound to take part in public affairs must turn from the 
private interests and occasionally take a look at something other than themselves" {510). De 
Tocqueville identified this inclination to step away from individualized private concerns 
when interacting with others in public activities as a defining characteristic of Americans. 
Yet Robert Bellah, et al. draw a _different conclusion in their book Habits of the Heart. 
Bellah, et al. write, "that it is individualism...that has marched inexorably [through] 
American history" (xlii) and argue the pull of personal interest has exerted its influence to 
detrimental effect in modern America. The solution proposed by Bellah, et al. is to promote 
societal values that reconnect people to social bonds highlighting the value of community 
and connectedness. 
Robert Putnam voices a similar concern in his work Bowling Alone, where he finds 
America's "social capital" in decline as people engage in more privatized activities at the 
expense of communal activities. Putnam defines social capital as "connections among 
individuals social networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from 
them" { 19). Putnam argues that social capital (like physical capital and human capital) has 
value in society in that it can provide personal benefits to individuals; yet more significantly, 
social capital also instills. among individuals a sense of reciprocity and community 
mindedness, which is a kind of externality that can benefit society as a whole by orienting 
people to consider more than just their individual interests (20-21). (Putnam also notes social 
capital can have a darker side, as when groups organize to "achieve ends that are antisocial 
from a wider perspective." These groups ranging in example from urban gangs and 
I~TIMBY ["not in my backyard"] environmental movements to power elites, the Ku Klux 
Klan, and anti-government militias promote their own agendas at the expense of the larger 
society [21-22].) Putnam argues in his book that social capital has been declining in America 
since the 1960s as fewer people have joined community associations, thus weakening the 
social bonds that produce socially beneficial positive externalities. 
This study hopes to add to the body of research initiated by Bellah et al. by 
investigating the degree to which individualism and self-interest have. supplanted a focus on 
public interest in public affairs. This study also builds on Putnam's theory of social capital 
by exploring the degree to which social associations produce public-minded externalities in 
the realm of politics. The study will also delve into the potentially negative aspect of social 
capital by testing whether union membership inclines people to approach organized labor 
issues as an issue of individualized self-interest as opposed to public social-interest. 
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Literature Review 
Donald R. Kinder and D. Roderick Kiewiet presented foundational research on the 
subject of sociotropic voting in their 1981 article "Sociotropic Politics: The American Case." 
Kinder and Kiewiet observed that the outcomes of American elections often reflected the 
conditions of the American economy: If macroeconomic conditions appeared favorable, the 
incumbent party (the party of the president) tended to succeed in elections; if macroeconomic 
conditions appeared unfavorable, the opposition party (the party out of the White House) 
benefited. Kinder and Kiewiet followed this observation with a question: "How do citizens 
know whether the incumbent party has succeeded or failed [in terms of economic policy]" 
(129)? Kinder and Kiewiet noted most researchers followed the theoretical approach 
articulated by Anthony Downs in his work An Economic Theory o, f Democracy and assumed 
voters made decisions based on self-interested pocketbook criteria, writing that "pocketbook 
voters are swayed most of all by the immediate and tangible circumstances of their private 
lives" (130). 
Kinder and Kiewiet presented the sociotropic model as a refined explanation, stating 
that "purely sociotropic citizens vote according to the country's pocketbook, not their own. 
Citizens moved by sociotropic information support candidates that appear to have furthered 
the nation's economic well-being and oppose candidates and parties that seem to threaten it" 
(132). The authors emphasized, however, that the difference between a pocketbook voter 
and a sociotropic voter is not the same as the difference between aself-interested voter and 
an altruistic voter. While pocketbook voters are certainly motivated by self-interested 
concerns, sociotropic voters may be motivated by both self-interest and altruism. For 
example, while some sociotropic voters may vote for a candidate based on an altruistic 
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concern to help promote a better nation, other sociotropic voters may evaluate national 
economic conditions to make a decision that will promote their own self-interest. In this 
case, a sociotropic voter could observe a high national employment rate and vote against an 
incumbent politician out of concern that politician's policies would promote conditions that 
could lead to their own unemployment. {This is contrasted with a pocketbook voter who 
would vote against an incumbent politician in a time of high unemployment because they are 
themselves unemployed.) In this way, Kinder and Kiewiet dune the difference between 
pocketbook and sociotropic voting as a difference of information and not of motivation. 
Later studies, however, tend to approach the sociotropic-pocketbook question from a more 
motivation-centered perspective. Despite this distinction, Kinder and Kiewiet's discussion 
on the difference between pocketbook and sociotropic perspectives still emphasizes the 
challenge that exists at times in differentiating between social-interest and self-interest. 
Kinder and Kiewiet examined CPS National Election Survey data from the 1970s to 
study the relationship between pocketbook and sociotropic concerns and their effects on 
voter choice. The CPS survey asked respondents to identify the most important issues 
impacting. both their personal (pocketbook) economic situation and the national economy 
{sociotropic). Kinder and Kiewiet found a weak connection between pocketbook and 
sociotropic concerns, indicating people did not tend to view national problems through the 
lens of their personal experiences. Although Kinder and Kiewiet draw this conclusion from 
their data, they do not give enough prominence to the finding that the most significant 
connection between pocketbook and sociotropic concerns was between the issue people 
identified as the most significant economic issue in their private lives and the most 
significant issue facing the nation. It is only after citizens have singled out the most 
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important pocketbook and sociotropic issues that personal and national concerns begin to 
diverge (Kinder and Kiewiet 139). 
This finding presents a challenge to researchers investigating the pocketbook-
sociotropic question by making it more difficult to identify distinct moments when 
pocketbook evaluations prevail over sociotropic evaluations, and vice versa. if it is assumed 
(as rational choice theory assumes) that a rational voter will prioritize political preferences 
before making political decisions, then a voter who decides on issues will likely identify the 
issue with the highest priority in their lives as both their most important pocketbook and 
sociotropic concern. Because of this, issues alone cannot act as a proxy for determining a 
pocketbook preference separate from a sociotropic preference. For example, it cannot be 
assumed a union member will emphasize the importance of j ob security exclusively as a 
pocketbook issue as they may also emphasize the importance of j ob security as a sociotropic 
concern. One cannot conclude then that a union member supports a candidate because of 
their strong record on j ob security issues out of a pocketbook concern because they may 
actually find sociotropic reasons on that same issue just as {if not more) compelling. 
Consequently, studies cannot rely on an issue alone to serve as a proxy for determining the 
influence of pocketbook interests; even if the issue contains clear potential as a pocketbook 
concern, respondents must be asked if they approach the issue from a pocketbook or 
sociotropic perspective as they are likely to prioritize the issue as both a pocketbook and 
sociotropic issue. This study does not use issues as a proxy for determining pocketbook 
interests but rather as a framework through which pocketbook and sociotropic evaluative 
tendencies can be determined. 
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in addition, Kinder and Kiewiet found sociotropic concerns had a greater effect on 
vote choice than pocketbook concerns. Voters tended not to make electoral decisions based 
on their personal economic situation, (the only exception was in the area of unemployment,) 
but did tend to punish candidates from the incumbent party based on negative evaluations of 
national economic conditions (Kinder and Kiewiet 142). This finding is important as it 
emphasizes most voters base their decisions on sociotropic concerns; yet when this is 
combined with Kinder and Kiewiet's earlier point that the most significant connection 
between pocketbook and sociotropic concerns was between the issue people identified as the 
.most important economic issue in their private lives and the most important issue facing the 
nation, it opens the possibility that voters are also making decisions (at least on the most 
important issue in their personal life) based on self-interest. 
Kinder and Kiewiet offer some important observations about their research at the end 
of their study. First, they do not dismiss Downs' theory of rational voting; instead, they 
refine Downs' theory to argue voters do not make rational decisions on whom to vote for 
based on personal concerns but rather national concerns (Kinder and Kiewiet 15b). Second, 
they admit they are unable to explain the tendency for voters to compartmentalize sociotropic 
- and pocketbook concerns but hypothesize voters tend to blame themselves for their personal 
economic situation while blaming national leaders for national economic problems (Kinder 
and Kiewiet 157). Consequently, voters typically approach national issues as sociotropic 
concerns rather than using their pocketbook situation as the basis for national evaluations. 
Subsequent studies would build off this second observation by exploring the degree of 
compartmentalization, the prominence of sociotropic voting over pocketbook voting, and the 
forces that shape personal and national perspectives on the economy. 
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Other recent studies help explain factors relevant in organizing this study. Suspecting 
personal self interest played a _significant role in the way voters interpreted national 
conditions, Carolyn L. Funk and Patricia A. Garcia-Monet attempted to isolate "pure" 
sociotropic voters from those whose pocketbook concerns appeared to shape their sociotropic 
concerns. Using National Election Studies from the early 1990x, Funk and Garcia-Monet 
compared voters' interpretations of their own economic situation with the nation's economic 
conditions. Their research found a connection between voters' evaluations of their own 
pocketbook concerns and their sociotropic evaluations although the relationship between the 
two was weak. Sociotropic concerns still appeared to play a maj or role in shaping voter 
choice, especially when voters considered prospective evaluations of the national economy 
(Funk and Garcia-Monet 334. 
Funk and Garcia-Money s work is important to this study as it builds on Kinder and 
Kiewiet's observation that people often view the most important issue in their lives as both a 
pocketbook and sociotropic priority. Funk and Garcia-Monet suggest citizens prioritize their 
sociotropic concerns based on the pocketbook concern that has the highest priority in their 
own life, once again diminishing the possibility that the priority voters place on issues alone 
can serve as indicators of sociotropic or pocketbook evaluative tendencies. Their study 
reinforces the need to expand a study beyond a reliance on issues as indicators of sociotropic 
and pocketbook preferences and to develop ways to determine if voters evaluate issues from 
either sociotropic or pocketbook perspectives. 
Carolyn Funk continued her attempt to isolate the effects of sociotropic and 
pocketbook judgments by examining the role self-sacrifice plays in voting models. Funk 
argued a true test of sociotropic voting would be a voter's willingness to "serve [a] societal 
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interest even if that position contradicts one that would maximize personal utility" (44). 
-Using data from National Election Studies from the early 1990s, Funk compared citizens' 
support for a series of government programs with measures ofself-interest (based on material 
benefits from the programs) and societal interest (based on a measurement of support for 
equal opportunity versus a measurement ofself-reliance). Funk found that sociotropic 
concerns could be separated from pocketbook concerns and that sociotropic concerns tended 
to lessen the influence of pocketbook concerns on policy evaluations (47). In addition, Funk 
found it necessary to separate the idea of "self-sacrifice" into .two components, one that 
involves giving benefits to others and another that involved giving up benefits they 
personally received. Once this division is made, Funk found sociotropic concerns much 
more influential when self-sacrifice involves giving benefits to others than when it involves 
giving up benefits voters personally receive (54). 
Funk's research has a number of important implications. First, she found sociotropic 
appeals are more persuasive than pocketbook appeals. Although she does not provide an 
explanation for why .this is so, it could be hypothesized that sociotropic appeals tap into more 
charitable aspirations than pocketbook appeals, which may sound more greedy and therefore 
less socially desirable to associate with. Yet at the same time, that sense of charity has limits 
when someone is threatened with losing an advantage. Consequently, this study attempted to 
maximize the power of sociotropic and pocketbook appeals by emphasizing the social good 
in its approach to sociotropic issues while emphasizing potential personal loss in its approach 
to pocketbook issues. One of the faults of this study, however, may have been its failure to 
live up to this goal. 
~~ 
Secondly, by designing a study based on the notion of self-sacrifice in a situation in 
which someone's self-interest was at stake, Funk provides a research model that can be used 
to contrast the effects of sociotropic and pocketbook perspectives. Funk essentially creates a 
situation in which someone has a predetermined self-interest in an issue and then observes 
how many people break with their self-interest to instead choose in society's interest. 
Although Funk uses a broad categorization of social- and self-interest based on material 
incentives and equal opportunity, this study expands on that model by singling out particular 
issues that caucus-goers would have a predetermined self-interest in and presenting the 
respondents with choices between sociotropic and pocketbook appeals. 
J. Tobin Grant and Stephen T. Mockabee researched the effect pocketbook and 
sociotropic perspectives have on particular issues. Grant and Mockabee examined citizens' 
attitudes toward tax policy using survey data from the 1996 presidential election. voters 
supported Republican presidential candidate Bob Dole's proposed 15%tax cut in greater 
numbers when prompted to consider their personal preference for a tax cut than when they 
were prompted to consider its consequences on the national economy. However, when 
voters who personally preferred the tax cut were then asked afollow-up question leading 
them to consider the tax cut's effect on the national deficit, support for the tax cut declined 
among that group of voters (Grant and Mockabee 464). Support for the tax cut found its 
strongest proponents among those who. believed the tax cut would benefit the national 
economy {or in other words, when the tax cut was framed as a sociotropic issue;) these voters 
could be relied upon in the greatest numbers to turn their support for the tax cut into support 
for Dole at the ballot box (Grant and Mockabee 467). Based on these sets of findings, Grant 
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and Mockabee concluded that when voters are compelled to consider both pocketbook and 
sociotropic perspectives on issues, sociotropic appeals had the greatest resonance with voters. 
Grant and Mockabee's research design is important for this study in that it singled out 
a particular issue through which pocketbook and sociotropic perspectives could be evaluated. 
This study will take a different approach, however, by presenting caucus-goers with a choice 
irrunediately between a sociotropic and pocketbook statement rather than following Grant 
and Mockabee's model, in which voters were presented with a pocketbook statement and 
then measured based on whether or not they switched to a sociotropic perspective after being 
presented with a sociotropic consequence of their decision. (The reason for this change is 
explained in the methodology section below.) Grant and Mockabee also lend support to the 
theory developed earlier in this study that contends sociotropic voters are more likely to 
contribute to a party's Arendtian sense of "power" by sacrificing self-interest for the shared 
goals of a larger group. Grant and Mockabee found that self-interested pocketbook voters 
were less likely to turn their support for Dole's tax cut into support for him at the polls while 
sociotropic voters who found Dole's tax cut good for society were his most reliable 
supporters. This finding suggests the possibility that sociotropic voters can be counted upon 
to be more engaged in the political process and promote broader party goals. 
Arguing voters are motivated at different times by self-interest and societal interest, 
Dennis Chong, Jack Citrin, and Patricia Conley studied when self-interest manifests itself as 
the most important factor in voter choice. Using a research model that surveyed public 
opinion on the issues of social security, montage interest tax, and domestic partner benefits, 
Chong, Citrin and Conley randomly assigned respondents to three priming conditions self-
interest, sociotropic, and control to evaluate their degree of self-interest on the issues. The 
researchers found that the clearer the stakes {as created through priming) and the larger the 
stakes, {as related to a respondent's direct self-interest in an issue,) the more likely 
respondents would act on their self-interest. Conversely, respondents with a smaller stake in 
the issue or who were primed to think about the sociotropic consequences of policy were 
more inclined to attach their sociotropic concerns to policy objectives (Chong, Citrin and 
Conley 5 63 ). 
In various ways, Chong, Citrin and Conley's research synthesizes many important 
aspects that will help shape this study. Like Grant and Mockabee, Chong, Citrin and Conley 
base their measures of sociotropic and pocketbook inclinations in questions revolving around 
political issues. By finding that voters are more likely to side with a sociotropic concern 
when encouraged to think about the sociotropic consequences of a policy decision, Chong, 
Citrin and Conley highlight the important role priming plays in shaping voters' reactions to 
issues. Chong, Citrin and Conley also support previous research indicating voters with a 
large stake in an issue are more likely to view that issue from a pocketbook perspective; this 
conclusion can be combined with Funk's finding that pocketbook perspectives are most 
strongly encouraged when a benefit an individual is receiving is threatened as opposed to 
when they are asked to give something up. 
although this study, like Chong, Citrin and Conley's research model, will place its 
measurement of pocketbook and sociotropic perspectives in the context of specific issues, it 
will part from Chong, Citrin and Conley in its methodology. Rather than assign respondents 
to priming conditions of self-interest and social-interest, this study will subject respondents 
to both conditions at once. The reason for this decision is described below in the section on 
methodology. 
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This body of research highlights fundamental characteristics of the sociotropic-
pocketbook relationship that must be considered when designing a research model for further 
investigation into this subject. These studies emphasize sociotropic perspectives tend to 
dominate over pocketbook perspectives in evaluations of issues unless support for an issue 
based on a sociotropic evaluation presents too great a threat to an individual's self-interest, at 
which point voters will tend to support an issue based on pocketbook concerns. Voters feel 
most threatened when they risk losing a benefit as opposed to when a benefit is given over to 
others. These studies also make the point that issues alone cannot be used as a proxy for 
measuring pocketbook and sociotropic interests. Individuals with a pocketbook interest in an 
issue may prioritize that issue as a sociotropic concern. As a result, individuals must be 
asked whether they evaluate an issue from a sociotropic or pocketbook perspective to get an 
accurate measure of social- vs. self-interest. 
1 7 
Hypotheses 
This .study tests the hypothesis that Democratic Party members-in-the-electorate who 
are active in community groups are more likely to evaluate issues from sociotropic 
perspectives than party members who are less active in community groups. This hypothesis 
is based on the notion that voters who are active members of community groups are 
conditioned to think outside their personal self-interest to consider the good of the larger 
society, as membership in community organizations act as a link to the world outside their 
private lives and the interests of others. On the other hand, this hypothesis assumes that 
voters who are not as active in community groups are more focused on their personal 
situation, leading to pocketbook evaluations of issues. This hypothesis is designed to 
correspond with Putnam's notion of social capital in Bowling Alone, in which people who 
participate in social activities form bonds with others that encourage them to consider the 
social good. This study will test the extent to which that phenomenon reaches into the 
political realm. 
It is important to note this study is not suggesting a causal relationship between 
community group participation and sociotropic evaluations of issues. Just as membership in 
a community group may encourage sociotropic evaluations of issues, it is also possible an 
individual who is sociotropically inclined may j oin a community group because they are a 
sociable person. As a result, this study's ambition is to .detect a possible correlation between 
community group involvement and sociotropic evaluations, not a causal relationship. 
Because most citizens evaluate issues as pocketbook issues only when those issues 
have a significant impact on their personal situation (Chong, Citrin &Conley 563), this study 
focuses on specific sub-groups within the Democratic party-in-the-electorate with 
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predetermined pocketbook interests in order to test the main hypothesis. The first hypothesis 
is that more respondents will have a pocketbook interest on the issues of job security and 
prescription drug costs. than on the issue of the environment, The second hypothesis is that 
senior citizens who evaluate the issue of prescription drug costs from a sociotropic 
perspective are more likely to be active in cor~ununity groups than senior citizens who 
evaluate the issue of prescription drug costs from a pocketbook perspective. The third 
hypothesis is that union members who evaluate the issue of j ob security from a sociotropic 
perspective are more likely to be active in community groups and union activities than union 
members who evaluate the issue of job security from a pocketbook perspective. Related to 
the third hypothesis is asub-hypothesis that states that union members who are active in 
community groups yet inactive in union activities will be more likely to evaluate the issue of 
job security from a sociotropic perspective than union members who are inactive in 
cor~nnunity groups yet active in union activities. 
First hypothesis Democrats and the Environment 
This study surveys the Democratic party-in-the-electorate as a whole on the issue of 
the environment using the hypothesis that more respondents will have a pocketbook interest 
on the issues of job security and prescription drug costs than on the issue of the environment. 
Because most people approach environmental issues sociotropically, (unless, of course, they 
.are personally impacted by an environmental concern such as a nearby hog lot or landfill,) 
this question is used as a base measurement against which the pocketbook and sociotropic 
tendencies in the other two hypotheses can be compared and through which variation on the 
relevant variables can be confirmed. As previous research indicates, people without a clear 
pocketbook interest at stake in an issue will default to a sociotropic evaluation of the issue. 
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Because it is assumed fewer people have a clear pocketbook interest in environmental issues 
than on the issues of j ob security and prescription drug costs, it is therefore hypothesized that 
a greater percentage of total respondents (which is the total number of Democrats in the 
survey) on the environmental question will respond sociotropically than union members and 
senior citizens (who have a greater pocketbook concern at stake) on the issues of job security 
and prescription drug costs, respectively. If the percentage of people who respond to the 
environmental question by selecting a pocketbook response is similar to the percentage of 
senior citizens and union members who select a pocketbook response on their respective 
questions, a problem probably exists with the study. 
Second hypothesis Senior Citizens and Prescription Drug Costs 
Second, this study hypothesizes that senior citizens who evaluate the issue of 
prescription drug costs from a sociotropic perspective are more likely to be active in 
community groups than senior citizens who evaluate the issue of prescription drug costs from 
a pocketbook perspective. Senior citizens are paired with the prescription drug issue because 
of their assumed pocketbook interest in reducing the cost of medicine. Unlike labor union 
members, however, most senior citizens are not expected to be members of community 
groups that actively promote their pocketbook interests in the area of prescription drugs. 
Third hypothesis I~nion ~I~Iembers and Job Security 
Finally, this study hypothesizes that union members who evaluate the issue of j ob 
security from a sociotropic perspective are more likely to be active in community groups and 
union activities than union members who evaluate the issue of j ob security from a 
pocketbook perspective. Union members were paired with the job security issue because 
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union members have a pocketbook interest in supporting policies that secure their 
employment. 
This hypothesis has added interest because union members are also already members 
of a community group via their membership in a union. Unions are unique community 
groups in that they exist primarily to promote the pocketbook interests of their members; at 
the same time, though, interaction with others in union activities could also encourage 
members to consider the value of community activity and the public good. This study 
therefore proposes asub-hypothesis to measure the distinct influence of unions and non-
union conununity groups on sociotropic evaluations of issues. This sub-hypothesis states 
that union members who are active in community groups yet inactive in union activities will 
be more likely to evaluate the issue of j ob security from a sociotropic perspective than union 
members who are inactive in community groups yet active in union activities. This 
hypothesis is based on the notion that unions as a community group are more likely to 
encourage pocketbook perspectives on issues than non-union community groups. 
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Variables 
The dependent variable in this study is the respondent's decision to evaluate an issue 
from either a sociotropic or pocketbook perspective. The independent variable is the 
res ondent's degree of participation in a community group. Rather than simply note whether 
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a respondent is or is not a member of a community group, this study instead measures their 
level of involvement in groups. This approach avoids the problem of attempting to identify 
what groups qualify as community groups or the problem that arises when one person is very 
active in only one group while another is virtually inactive in many groups. Instead, this 
study measures the intensity with which an individual feels they are involved in community 
group activities. 
The control variable in this study is the respondent's predetermined self-interest in 
either the area of j ob security or prescription drug benefits. Chong, Citrin &Conley (S 63 ) 
find that people's immediate needs incline those people to evaluate that issue as a 
pocketbook issue. By controlling for this variable by identifying members of the population 
who are union members or senior citizens, it is possible to determine if membership in 
community groups inclines respondents to think sociotropically even on issues that are likely 
to be pocketbook issues for the respondent. (In the case of this study, those pocketbook 
issues are job security and the cost of prescription drugs.) Other control variables include 
gender, political ideology (conservative, moderate, or liberal Democrat,) annual income, and 
age (when applied to the question on jobs.) 
Methodoio~Y
Note: A copy of the survey used for this study is included in the appendix. 
The independent variable (participation in a community group) was operationalized 
by first asking the respondents to list the community groups they consider themselves 
members of and then asking them to identify their degree of participation in these groups. 
The main challenge in operationalizing this variable resided in how respondents defined a 
"community group." Rather than predefine the meaning of a community group for 
respondents on the survey, (which could ultimately lead to more confusion,) respondents 
were instead allowed to subjectively define what is or is not a community group for 
themselves. The interest of this study rests not so much in drawing conclusions from what 
kinds of groups people join, but more in analyzing the social value people derive from 
participating in groups oriented to community interaction in general. (For example, while 
this study did not originally intend to consider membership in a church, [as opposed to 
membership on a church council or a church group,] as participation in a community group, 
some people would regard their regular attendance at a weekly church service as an 
important community activity.) By asking them to write these groups down, respondents 
hopefully would think about what does or does not qualify as a community group in their 
own lives using their own standards of community activity. 
In addition, asking respondents to list groups prepared them to answer the next 
question, which asked respondents to describe their level of participation in these groups 
based on a "Very active/Above average/Average/Below averagelVery low" scale. (A similar 
question was used to determine a union member's level of participation in union activities.) 
This study makes level of participation the key independent variable. This made the 
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community group measurement more quanti~ able by asking respondents to identify the 
intensity of their attachment to the community group as well as distinguish respondents who 
were members of groups in name only from those actively involved in a group's functions. i
The dependent variable (evaluation of an issue from a sociotropic or pocketbook 
perspective) was operationalized by presenting respondents with four statements attributed to 
candidates in the 2004 election on the issues of job security, the cost of prescription drugs, 
and the environment. Two of the statements contained sociotropic appeals on the issues and 
the other two contained pocketbook appeals. Respondents were asked to select the statement 
they found most convincing. Like the research models used by Grant and Mockabee and 
Chong, Citrin and Conley, this study also places the dependent variable in the context of 
political issues. 
The main challenge encountered in operationalizing the dependent variable was in 
finding an appropriate way to word the questions so respondents were not primed to select 
one kind of statement over the other. while the difference between the pocketbook and 
sociotropic statements needed to be clear, they could not be so obviously different that 
everyone defaulted to the sociotropic statement. In a test survey, approximately 100 college 
students were asked, "when selecting a candidate to vote for, do you select the candidate you 
believe will bring the greatest benefit to society or the candidate who will bring you the 
greatest personal benefit." Although this survey had been discarded before precise 
measurements could be recorded, approximately 90% of respondents indicated they would 
i For the most part, respondents answered the question asking them to identify the community groups they 
belonged to with groups that are traditionally categorized as community groups. Some listed answers included 
the American Legion, a library. fundraising board, Big Brothers/Big Sisters, a PTA, a volunteer fire department, 
numerous churches and church organizations, a historical society, the Boy Scouts, a bicycling club, and 
{ironically) a bowling association. Also, if there are inaccuracies that result from asking people to gauge their 
participation in community groups, it is expected respondents would tend to overstate their involvement. 
26 
choose the candidate with society's best interests in mind. This is probably due to most 
people's desire not to appear selfish on a question pertaining to civic affairs as well as the 
tendency for people to default to sociotropic evaluations of issues (Kinder and Kiewiet 156 
and Funk 47j. while their final decision may in actuality come down to a pocketbook 
concern and past research has shown people's positions on issues at least correspond with 
their pocketbook (Kinder and Kiewiet 13 9~few people would likely admit to this outright 
on a survey. Therefore, the sociotropic and pocketbook appeals must be masked to a certain 
degree. 
Yet at the same time, obscuring the sociotropic and pocketbook appeals in the 
statements could make it difficult for respondents to differentiate between the answers. If the 
difference between sociotropic and pocketbook statements was unclear, the study would be 
meaningless as many respondents would end up choosing answers based on random features 
in the statements. Still, respondents needed to be able to base a decision on whether they 
favored a sociotropic or pocketbook position without being directed explicitly to that 
emphasis. This required a balancing act that made statements neither too obvious nor too 
oblique in their appeals. 
This study attempted to avoid this problem by masking the statements in the context 
of competing campaign statements. The questions were prefaced with a brief introduction 
attributing the statements to candidates running for office in 2004, (which was actually not 
true, as the statements were crafted specifically for this study.] Respondents were then asked 
to select the most convincing of four statements: Two statements articulating 
characteristically conservative positions and two statements articulating characteristically 
liberal positions, with the two pairs of statements that were based on political ideology 
27 
divided between a sociotropic and pocketbook statement. Through this tactic, the 
pocketbook/sociotropic issue became a component rather than the center of the respondents' 
decision-making process. This procedure also placed the experiment in a real-world context 
and incorporated the positions of conservative Democrats into the study. In addition, the 
candidate statements underwent many revisions to make sure they contained distinctly 
sociotropic or pocketbook appeals that would not confuse caucus-goers. 
A key component of this study's methodology was giving caucus-goers a chflice 
between sociotropic and pocketbook statements. In the study conducted by Grant and 
Mockabee, respondents were presented first with either a sociotropic or pocketbook 
statement regarding an issue and then subjected to another statement regarding the same 
issue from the opposite perspective. Grant and Mockabee then recorded the number of 
people who switched positions on the issue after hearing the second perspective. 
This study believed, however, that a more accurate measure of sociotropic and 
pocketbook tendencies could be recorded by presenting respondents with a choice between 
the two options immediately. Grant and Mockabee's method likely measured a number of 
people who identif ed with a statement immediately based not on sociotropic or pocketbook 
appeals but rather on their feelings regarding the issue used in the question. Even after 
respondents were presented with the second statement, respondents may have changed their 
stance as a way to compromise between the two issues or may have approached the issue 
from acost-benefit perspective rather than the intended sociotropic-pocketbook perspective. 
This study instead presented respondents with a choice between pocketbook and sociotropic 
statements immediately and asked them to consider both perspectives at the same time. This 
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way, respondents were prompted to consider their options rather than voice general support 
for a particular stance on an issue. 
The control variable (a respondent's predetermined pocketbook interest) was 
operationalized by asking respondents the year they were born (for the prescription drug 
issue) and if they or someone in their household is a member of a labor union (for the job 
security issue.) Additional control variables included gender, income level, political 
ideology within the Democratic Party, (liberal, moderate, or conservative,) age, (for 
additional use on questions other than the prescription drug question to account for potential 
differences across generations,) and candidate preference. Because of this study's outcome, 
these last control variables were not utilized. 
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Data Collection 
Data was collected from two Iowa counties during the 2004 Democratic caucuses 
using cone-page front-and-back survey. (A copy of the survey is included in the appendix.) 
Marshall County and Clinton County were selected for study. Both counties contain small 
cities of between 25,000 and 30,000 residents. These urban areas are large enough to contain 
many of the features found in larger Iowa metropolitan areas, (the city of Clinton, for 
example, is home to a class-A minor league baseball team,) but are also small enough to 
make data collection a more manageable and eft cient process. Finally, because these metro 
areas are smaller than Iowa cities like Des Moines or Cedar Rapids, a larger portion of the , 
sample will come from outlying rural areas. In addition, both counties (and particularly 
Clinton County) have a large population of union households, which assists this study in its 
attempt to gather a population of union members to draw samples from. Overall, these 




As mentioned at the beginning of this paper, the results of this study's survey did not 
produce the expected results as surprisingly few respondents indicated a pocketbook 
perspective on the issue questions, creating a small population of pocketbook respondents to 
make comparisons with. This complication hinders this study's ability to draw conclusions 
based on the stated hypotheses. Out of 123 S surveys, 3 86 usable surveys were returned. 
{This number was disappointingly low. The caucuses presented an opportune moment to 
conduct a survey with hopes of a high response rate, but the unusually high t~~.rnout at the 
caucuses actually worked to this study's disadvantage as caucus leaders in many locations 
were overwhelmed by the need to attend to their caucus's logistical operation. In many 
places, turnout was double what was expected.) Of those 386 respondents, 79 {20.4%) 
answered at least one of the questions by choosing a pocketbook statement. {See Table 1 in 
the appendix.) The remaining 307 respondents (79.5%) answered by choosing only 
sociotropic statements on the three questions testing the pocketbook/sociotropic relationship. 
Twenty respondents (25.3 % of the pocketbook population, 5.2% of the total population,) 
selected a pocketbook statement on the jobs issue; seventeen (21.5% of the pocketbook 
population, 4.4% of the total population,) selected a pocketbook statement on the prescription 
drugs issue; and 56 (70.9% of the pocketbook population, 14.5% of the total population,) 
selected a pocketbook statement on the environmental issue. The preceding figures include 
some overlap resulting from respondents who selected a pocketbook statement on more than 
one issue. {Twelve ~ 12] respondents selected a pocketbook statement on two of the issues, 
with 11 of those respondents selecting the pocketbook statement on at least the 
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environmental issue.) Only one person selected a pocketbook statement on all three 
questions. 
The low number of respondents who selected a pocketbook statement was unexpected 
and disappointing. Test surveys conducted with college students at least one month before 
and after the Iowa caucuses suggested slightly more than half the respondents with a 
pocketbook interest in an issue would select the pocketbook response while approximately 
25%would select the pocketbook response on a question in which they did not have a 
pocketbook interest.2 (For test survey results, see Table ~ in the appendix. A copy of the test 
survey is also included in the appendix.) The test survey differed from the caucus survey in 
several ways, however. While the caucus survey only had 27 respondents (7.0%) born after 
1970 (and only a handful that were the age of traditional college students,) the vast majority 
of test survey respondents were born sometime in the 1980s, meaning most test survey 
respondents were_ much younger than caucus-goers. In addition, the test survey measured a 
population that was probably not very politically active while the caucus survey measured 
those who chose to attend a political event. These two points suggest the test survey likely 
measured a population not yet accustomed to making political evaluations. Still, college 
students in the test survey made a clear distinction between sociotropic and pocketbook 
interests by differentiating between the two options when answering the questions. This 
suggests a more likely explanation, which is that a population with awell-defined 
pocketbook interest (the cost of tuition) completed the test survey while a broader population 
with more ambiguous pocketbook interests completed the caucus survey. 
2 On the test survey, the cost of tuition was used to measure pocketbook inclinations among college students 
while sociotropic inclinations were measured with a question on health care. 
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first hypothesis Democrats and the environment 
A test of the first hypothesis indicates this study did not proceed as planned. The first 
hypothesis stated more respondents would have a pocketbook interest on the job security and 
prescription drug questions than on the environmental question. The environmental question 
was included as a base measurement of sociotropic inclinations in the population. This study 
assumed more respondents would have a pocketbook interest on the issues of j ob security 
.and prescription drugs (especially among members of labor unions and senior citizens, 
respectively) than on the environmental issue, which is generally regarded as a sociotropic 
issue among the population and which also does not have a pocketbook constituency similar 
to labor unions and senior citizens. Consequently, this study hypothesized pocketbook 
responses to the environmental question would be low when compared to the other two 
questions. If the number of pocketbook responses to the environmental question was either 
relatively the same or exceeded the number of pocketbook responses to the other two 
questions, this would suggest the study did not work as expected. 
As Table 1 shows, the environmental question triggered the most pocketbook 
responses. In fact, more people selected a pocketbook response on the environmental 
question than on the other two questions combined. Fifty-six (56) respondents selected a 
pocketbook response on the environmental question while 20 and 17 selected a pocketbook 
response to the job security question and prescription drug question respectively. That the 
majority of respondents who selected a pocketbook statement would do so on the 
environmental question was unexpected, although the percentage who did out of the total 
population (14.5 %) was not surprising as this corresponded with a similar base measurement 
for sociotropic inclinations among the population at large from the test survey based on 
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respondents' answers to the test survey question on health care. Consequently, it is more 
interesting to offer an explanation as to why the pocketbook response rate on the j ob security 
and prescription drug questions were so low rather than explain why the pocketbook 
response rate on the environmental question exceeded the pocketbook response rate of the 
other two questions. 
Second hypothesis Senior Citizens and Prescription Drug Costs 
The second hypothesis stated that senior citizens who evaluate the issue of 
prescription drug costs from a sociotropic perspective are more likely to be active in 
community groups than senior citizens who evaluate the issue of prescription drug costs from 
a pocketbook perspective. Out of all respondents, 103 respondents indicated they were born 
in or before 1943. (The year 1943 was selected because respondents born that year or before 
were at least sixty years old.) Only 4 (3.9%) respondents born before 1943, however, 
selected a pocketbook statement on the prescription drugs issue, restricting this study's 
ability to verify the hypothesis. (See Table 2-A in the appendix.) As Table 2-A shows, 
however, a greater percentage of senior citizens who evaluated the prescription drug issue 
from a sociotropic perspective indicated average or above average participation in 
community groups (97.2%) than those who indicated below average or no participation in 
community groups (93.5%). This finding lends support to the hypothesis that active 
community group participation is correlated with sociotropic evaluations of issues, yet the 
small degree of variation on the dependent variable does not give this finding much weight. 
Table 2-B shows the response to the prescription drug question among respondents 
born after 1943. These results again indicate this study did not produce the desired outcome. 
As Table 2-B shows, 93.8% of respondents under the age of 60 selected a sociotropic 
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response to the prescription drug question, which is very close to the percentage of 
respondents over the age of 60 (96.1 %) on the same question. In fact, a greater percentage of 
respondents under the age of 60 selected a pocketbook response to the prescription drug 
question than those over the age of 60, whom this study assumed had a greater pocketbook 
interest in the prescription drug issue. 
~'hird hypothesis Union ~I~Iembers and Job Security 
The third hypothesis stated that union members who evaluate the issue of j ob security 
from a sociotropic perspective are more likely to be active in community groups than union 
members who evaluate the issue of job security from a pocketbook perspective. Out of all 
respondents, 153 respondents indicated they or someone in their household was a member of 
a labor union. Only 12 (7.8%) union members, however, selected a pocketbook statement on 
the job security issue, limiting this study's ability to confirm the hypothesis. (See Table 3-A 
in the appendix.) As Table 3-A shows, however, a greater percentage of union members who 
evaluated the prescription drug issue from a sociotropic perspective indicated average or 
above average participation in community groups (92.5%) than those who indicated below 
average or no participation in community groups (90.0%). This finding lends support to the 
hypothesis that active community group participation is correlated with sociotropic 
evaluations of issues, yet the small degree of variation on the dependent variable does not 
give this finding much weight. 
Table 3-B (in the appendix) shows the response to the job security question among 
respondents from non-union households. These results once again suggest this study did not 
generate the expected outcome. As Table 3-B shows, 96.7% of non-union respondents 
.selected a sociotropic response to the job security question, which is very close to the 
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percentage of union respondents (92.2%) on the same question. In this case, a greater 
percentage of union respondents (who are assumed to have a pocketbook interest on the j ob 
security issue) selected the pocketbook option on the job security question than non-union 
respondents, but a much greater difference in percentages was expected. 
The union member/job security question also featured another hypothesis. This 
hypothesis stated that union members who are active in community groups yet inactive in 
union activities will be more likely to evaluate the issue of job security from a sociotropic 
perspective than union members who are inactive in community groups yet active in union 
activities. This hypothesis assumed that a union functioned as a kind of "pocketbook 
community group" in its advocacy for issues that are of pocketbook importance to union 
members while other community groups would exert a stronger sociotropic influence on its 
members. with this in mind, it was hypothesized that union members with a high degree of 
involvement in union activities and a low degree of involvement in community groups would 
more likely view j ob security issues from a pocketbook perspective than those with a high 
degree of involvement in community groups and a low degree of involvement in union 
activities. 
Once again, little variation on the dependent variable makes it impossible to verify 
this hypothesis. Out of 39 respondents who indicated either above average community 
group/below average union activity participation or below average community group/above 
average union activity participation, only 2 respondents answered the job security question 
from a pocketbook perspective. (See Table 3-C in the appendix.) While a greater percentage 
of respondents who indicated above average community group/below average union activity 
participation answered the job security question by selecting the sociotropic statement 
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{ 100%) than those who indicated below average cor~nnunit~ group/above average union 
activity participation {92.%), this percentage is extremely deceiving as there is no variation 
between sociotropic and pocketbook evaluations among those who indicated high community 
group participation with low union activity participation. 
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Explanation For the Survey Results 
The survey unexpectedly produced little variation on the variable measuring 
sociotropic and pocketbook evaluative tendencies. Only about 20% of respondents indicated 
a pocketbook interest on at least one of the questions, and over half of those indicated a 
pocketbook interest in the environmental issue. (Recall that because it was assumed most 
people would view environmental issues sociotropically, the environmental question was 
included as a base measurement of sociotropic and pocketbook evaluative tendencies within 
the Democratic party in general that could be used to determine if variation existed on the 
pocketbook and sociotropic measurements for the j ob security and prescription drug 
questions. Therefore, unlike the questions measuring sociotropic and pocketbook evaluative 
tendencies on the issues of prescription drugs and j ob security, the environmental question 
did not have a corresponding comparative question that could indicate a potential sociotropic 
interest among those who approached the environmental issue from a pocketbook 
perspective.) This left a small number of respondents who indicated a pocketbook interest on 
the issues of j obs and prescription drugs, so small in fact that some categories only had 2 
respondents qualify. 
vVhy did such little variation on the sociotropic/pocketbook variable exist, especially 
considering that test surveys conducted before and as after the caucuses suggested variation 
should have been present? A number of reasons probably intervened to produce these 
particularly one-sided results. 
One possible reason is that the pocketbook statements offered as answers to the 
questions had a ,more negative tone than the sociotropic options. The sociotropic statements 
offered a more proactive, positive message than the pocketbook statements, which 
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emphasized the negative consequences that could have resulted from not pursuing the 
proposed course of action. If this were the case, respondents may have been more inclined to 
select the positively phrased statement over the statement with a more negative tone. 
The negative phrasing of statements on the survey, however, is probably not a 
significant explanation for the respondents' overwhelming tendency to select sociotropic 
responses. In fact, the negative phrasing could have had the opposite effect and actually 
encouraged pocketbook-inclined respondents to select the pocketbook statements. As 
Carolyn Funk's research indicates, pocketbook tendencies are more likely to manifest 
themselves among voters if their pocketbook concern appears to be at-risk and especially if 
they are threatened with losing a benefit (54). The more alarming tone of the pocketbook 
statements could have triggered a strong pocketbook response just as easily as the more 
"inspiring" tone of the sociotropic statements could have inspired a sociotropic response. 
Another explanation resides potentially in the characteristics of the members of the 
Democratic party-in-the-electorate who attended the caucuses. Although turn-out for the 
2004 Democratic caucuses was substantially higher than in previous years, those who 
attended the caucuses still represented a small portion of those who identified themselves as 
Democrats throughout Iowa. Therefore, those who attended the caucuses may be the most 
devoted or, at least, the most politically involved members of the party-in-the-electorate, 
which could translate into a tendency among these citizens to approach issues 
sociotropically. Still, greater devotion to the party may not necessarily predispose acaucus-
goer to evaluating issues sociotropically since the commitment to the party may be based on 
a pocketbook concern such as worker or senior citizen benefits. For example, a union 
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member's conunitment to the Democratic Party may be based on their pocketbook interest in 
compelling the Democratic Party to promote pocketbook labor union issues. 
Along the same lines, it may be that Democratic caucus-goers are very similar to one 
another and therefore do not vary much in their approach to political questions. One of the 
characteristics they may have shared in common was a predisposition to viewing issues from 
a sociotropic perspective. Consequently, those who attended the caucuses may have shared 
sociotropic predispositions given the nature of the caucus setting, which requires attendees to 
devote a significant portion of their evening to commiserating with others. This explanation 
likely contributed to the high sociotropic response rate on the survey. 
An additional explanation for lack of variability in the results is the role the issue of 
"electability" played in the 2004 Iowa Democratic caucuses. One of the most pressing 
concerns on the minds of Democratic voters in the 2004 primary season was the desire to 
defeat sitting Republican president George w. Bush. In the final weeks leading up to the 
Iowa caucuses, this concern became translated into the issue of electability as many potential 
caucus-goers began evaluating candidates based on which candidate they believed had the 
best chance of beating Bush in the general election in November. By the time of the 
caucuses, electability had subsumed other criteria (such as differences on issues or 
determining which candidate best represented the Democratic platform,) in prominence as 
caucus-goers and the media -began comparing candidates on this qualification. 
The heavy emphasis on electability could have oriented caucus-goers to sociotropic 
evaluations of issues. Caucus-goers who decided whom to support based on the issue of 
electability, {which involves selecting a candidate whom they believe will appeal to voters 
other than themselves,) may also have been inclined to interpret the pocketbookJsociotropic 
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.statements on the survey in terms of electability as well. Consequently, caucus-goers who 
selected a candidate based on the issue of electability may also have been inclined to select 
the statements on the survey that they felt were not necessarily most convincing given their 
personal pocketbook interests {or even their own interpretation of sociotropic concerns) but 
rather on which statements would be most convincing to the voting public in general. In this 
case, caucus-goers would have interpreted the narrowly tailored pocketbook statements as 
too focused on particular segments of society. Alternately, caucus-goers would have found 
the more broadly construed sociotropic statements as having a greater appeal across society. 
By overwhelmingly selecting the sociotropic statements, caucus-goers essentially assumed 
the role of campaign manager: Not only did they select the candidate whom they believed 
was most electable, but they also selected the statement they believed a politician should say 
if that politician wanted to appeal to a wide range of voters in an election. 
Individual characteristics of the questions may also have impacted the results. The 
issues of prescription drug costs and j ob security were selected as topics for the survey 
because both were featured prominently in 2004 caucus campaign. in retrospect, however, 
these issues may. not have been well suited for a survey measuring sociotropic and 
pocketbook interests. Respondents may have been less inclined to evaluate the prescription 
drug question from a pocketbook perspective because the argument for a prescription drug 
program does not involve the loss but rather gain. of a benefit, According to Carolyn dunk, 
people are most likely to view an issue from a pocketbook perspective if they are threatened 
with losing a benefit (54). In the case of prescription drugs, while a respondent may be 
losing money without a program, that monetary loss is already one they are enduring. A 
prescription drug program would therefore be a gain, which is less likely to encourage a 
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pocketbook perspective on the issue. A question concerning the loss or reduction of Social 
Security benefits may have led to greater variation on the pocketbooklsociotropic variable. 
The j ob security issue may also have been a poor topic to select for measuring the 
pocketbook/sociotropic variable. All Democratic candidates in 2004 turned the loss of j obs 
in America into a maj or campaign theme, but respondents may not have viewed j ob security 
as a problem government had significant control over. As Kinder and Kiewiet state, citizens 
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tend to separate problems in their personal life from problems in society- (139). Someone 
worried about losing their j ob may interpret that problem as a local issue involving the 
particular circumstances surrounding their place of employment that politicians in 
V~ashington, D.C. have little control over, leading respondents to separate their personal 
situation from a larger social problem involving employment. In addition, someone may 
develop a pocketbook interest in the issue of job security only after losing his or her job, at 
which point the real pocketbook concern may stress job growth more than around j ob 
security. Abetter question may have asked workers about the possibility of losing their 
benefits rather than losing their job. 
The wording of the liberal pocketbook statement on the question about prescription 
drugs (the third statement) may also have swayed respondents to the sociotropic response. In 
retrospect, the phrase "if you get sick" may have been a poor way to open the statement. By 
presenting respondents with a hypothetical situation that, for most respondents, is a step 
beyond their current condition, (assuming most respondents are not "sick" but "healthy,") the 
statement "if you get sick" may have depersonalized the statement and pushed respondents to 
the sociotropic statement. Even if many senior citizens were currently paying a prescription 
drug bill for common conditions such as high blood pressure, they were probably not likely 
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to view such a condition as one in which they were "sick." Abetter opening statement may 
have been to say more. simply, "Your prescription drug bills are tremendously high." 
It is unlikely any one of these reasons alone accounted for the overwhelming 
sociotropic response rate in this study. It is more likely all these factors contributed to this 
study's final results. 
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Conclusion 
This study sought to test the hypothesis that, among Democrats, active participation 
in community groups is correlated with a sociotropic evaluation of issues. This study was 
conducted using a survey distributed to caucus-goers in two Iowa counties during the 2004 
Democratic caucuses. While the study lends support to the hypothesis that union members 
and senior citizens who actively participate in community groups are more likely to evaluate 
issues from a sociotropic perspective than those with low participation in community group 
activities, the small degree of variation on the pocketbook/sociotropic question makes these 
results unreliable. A number of factors ranging from characteristics shared by most 
Democratic caucus-goers to the prominent role the issue of "electability" played in the 
caucuses. to certain features of the survey questions probably contributed to the survey's 
overwhelming sociotropic response rate. This study does support findings from previous 
studies that voters typically default to sociotropic evaluations of issues. 
Future research into the sociotropic-pocketbook subject may want to utilize a 
different method that does not rely on survey research. Teasing out the differences between 
sociotropic and pocketbook perspectives on issues is not a simple task. Not only is it 
necessary to identify an individual's pocketbook interest first, but detecting the subtle 
difference between one's social-interest on an issue and one's self-interest on an issue is not 
easily broken down into two definitive categories. For this reason, survey research may be 
an inadequate way to approach this issue. 
An alternate approach would be the method used by Bellah, et al. in Habits of the 
Heart. In this book, Bellah, et al. and his team of researchers interviewed a number of 
subjects on issues related to their philosophies of marriage, work, religion, and community 
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interaction. Through these interviews, the researchers were able to sort through abstract 
personal perspectives in greater detail. If more time and money is available, this approach 
may produce more interesting results. 
The pocketbook-sociotropic dichotomy is a subject worth exploring. For many 
citizens, the allure of both appeals can be a key determinant in deciding which issues and 
candidates to support.- I witnessed these competing claims during my student teaching 
experience in the fall of 2000, when I attended a high school government class where the 
teacher told his students the reasons they should be interested in government were l.) The 
government spends your tax money, so you need to keep an eye on how politicians are 
spending your money, and 2.) It's your civic duty to be concerned about the affairs of the 
nation. Whichever approach those students took in developing their interest in gover~unent 





N % of total % of pocketbook total 
Total Respondents 
Sociotropic — Totall
Pocketbook (P) — Tota12
Pocketbook —Jobs Total 
Pocketbook —Prescription Drugs Total 
Pocketbook —Environment Total 
386 100.0% 
307 79.5% 
79 20.4% 100.0% 
20 5.2% 25.3% 
17 4.4% 21.5% 
56 14.5% 70.9% 
1 Respondents classified as sociotropic on this chart answered all three issue questions sociotropically. 




Correlation of Community Group Participation with 
Senior Citizens' Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of Prescription Drug Issues 
Pocketbook Sociotropic Total 
Above Average/Average 
Participation in Community 
Groups 
Below Average/No 
Participation in Community 
Groups 
Total 
2.8% (2) 97.2% (70) 69.9% (72) 
6.5% (2) 93.5% (29) 30.1% (31) 
3.9% (4) 96.1% (99) 103 
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TABLE 2-B 
Correlation of Cor~lmunity Group Participation with 
Non-Senior Citizens' Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of Prescription Drug Issues 
Pocketbook ~Sociotropic ~'otal 
Above Average/Average 
Participation in Community 
Groups 
Below Average/No 
Participation in Community 
Groups 
Total 
5.7% (9) 94.3% (1 So) 82.4% (159) 
8.8% (3) 91.2% (31) 17.6% (34) 
6.2% (12) 93.8% (181) 193 
48 
TABLE 3-A 
Correlation of Community GrouplUnion Participation with 
I~nion Members' Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of Job Security Issues 
Pocketbook ,Sociotropic Total 
Above AveragelAverage 
Participation in Community 
Group &Union Activities 
Below Average/No 
Participation in Community 
Group &Union Activities 
Total 
7.5% (10) 92.5% {123) 86.9% {133) 
10.0% (2) 90.0% (18) 13.1% (20) 
7.8% (12) 92.2% (141) 153 
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TABLE 3-B 
Correlation of Community Group Participation with 
Non-Union IVlembers' Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of Job Security Issues 
Pocketbook Sociotro~ic Total 
Above Average/Average 
Participation in Community 
Groups 
Below AverageiNo 
Participation in Con:lmunity 
Groups 
Total 
88.3% (5) 67.6% {119) 6$.l% (124) 
16.7% (1) 32.4% (57) 31.9% (58) 
3.3% (6) 96.7% (176) 182 
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TABLE 3-C 
Comparison of Participation Rates in Union Activities and Connnunity Group Activities 
Among Union 1Vlembers and its Correlation with 
Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of the Job Security Issue 
Pocketbook Sociotropic Total 
Above Average Community Group/ 
Below Average Union Activity Participation 
Below Average &None Community Group/ 
Above Average Union Activity 
Participation 
Total 
0.0% (0) 100.0% (14) 35.9% (14) 
8.0% (2) 92.0% (23) 64.1% (25) 
5.1% (2) 94.9% (37) 39 
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TABLE 4 
Test Survey Results 
Pre-Caucus Survey 
University Students' Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of 
Health Care and Education {Tuition) Issues 
Health Care Education 
N Pocketbook Sociotropic Pocketbook Sociotropic 
Students 
Total 
84 26.2% (22) 73.8% (62) 58.3% (49) 41.7% (35) 
Democrats 19 31.6% (6) 68.4% (13) 68.4% (13) 3 l .6% (6) 
Republicans 21 3 8.1 % {8) 61.9% (13) 76.2% (16) 23.8% (5) 
Independents 44 18.2% (8) 81.8% (36) 45.5% (20) 54.5% (24) 
Post-Caucus Survey 
University Students' Pocketbook-Sociotropic Evaluations of 
Health Care and Education (Tuition) Issues 
Health Care Education 
~V Pocketbook Sociotropic Pocketbook Sociotropic 
Students 
Total 
169 26.6% (45) 73.4% (124) 55.6% (94) 44.4% (75) 
Democrats 50 26.0% (13) 74.0% (37) 64.0% (32) 36.0% (18) 
Republicans 57 35.1% (20) 64.9% (37) 40.4% (23) 59.7% (34) 
Independents 62 19.4% (12) 80.7% (50) 62.9% (39) 37.1% (23) 
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Iowa State University Democratic Caucus Survey 
This is a survey of ~ Democratic caucus voters and their views about issues currently facing the nation. -This 
survey is part of a study sponsored by the Iowa State Political Science Department. Your answers will be 
.completely confidential. Thank you for your participation. 
Please answer the following questions by placing an X next to the choice that best answers the question. 
1. Generally speaking, how would you describe your political views as a Democrat? 
Liberal Democrat Moderate Democrat Conservative Democrat 
2. Which of the candidates seeking the Democratic nomination for President do you plan on supporting at 
tonight's caucus? 
 Wesley Clark  Howard Dean  John Edwards 
 Dick Gephardt  John Kerry  Dennis Kucinich 
Joe Lieberman Carol Moseley Braun  Al Sharpton 
3. The following statements are taken from remarks by people running for office about the cost of prescription 
drugs. Which of these statements do you find most convincing? 
  "A new prescription drug program will be a waste of your money. It's better if the government lets 
you manage and spend your own money on a health plan of your own choice." 
"It is in the people's best interests if government stays out of the prescription drug business. The 
quality of medicine available to all Americans will decline if ̀ the government interferes in this area." 
"If you get sick, your prescription drug bills will be tremendously high. My plan will save you 
money by making sure you can afford the medicine you need." 
"America will be a better place when we as a nation can guarantee every citizen who gets sick 
affordable prescription medicine." 
4. Is your gender  Male or  Female? 
5. Please write the year you were born on the following space: 
6. To the best of your knowledge, your total household income before taxes last year falls into what range? 





7. The following statements are taken from remarks by people running for office about the issue of jobs. Which 
of these statements do you find most convincing? 
  "All of America's workers benefit from a strong business sector. I will protect this nation's jobs by 
freeing businesses of the burdens that restrict the country's economic growth." 
  "Your job is best secured when the company you work for can keep you on their payroll. I intend to 
free businesses from government regulations so you won't be in danger of losing your job." 
  "Without my jobs program, you're at risk of losing your job. My jobs stimulus plan will provide you 
with job security so you don't have to worry about being out of work tomorrow." 
  "As a country, we need to make jobs available for all Americans. Let's recommit this nation to a 
program of job growth so employment opportunities can be expanded for everyone everywhere." 
{Continued on back) 
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8. The following statements are taken from remarks by people running for office about environmental laws. 
Which of these statements do you find most convincing? 
 "America's environmental laws are so strict that they prevent businesses across the nation from 
expanding and growing the national economy." 
 "You end. up paying for overly strict environmental laws when corporations pass the costs they pay to 
comply with regulations onto you in the form of higher prices." 
 "Your personal health is at stake, so I will step up pressure on polluters and force them to clean up the 
water you drink and the air you breathe." 
 "With all of us working together, we can make the passage of stronger environmental laws a national 
priority so future generations can inherit safe and clean resources." 
9. Are you or someone else in your household a member of a labor union? 
 Yes 
No 
10. How would you describe your level of participation in union activities? 
 I am not part of a union household 
 Very low participation 
 Below average participation 
 Average participation 
 Above average participation 
 Very active participation 
I l . We would like to know if you participate in any local community groups or clubs such as church 
organizations, school groups, volunteer organizations, trade associations, etc. Please list up to three such 
groups in the space below. If you are not a member of any community groups, write "None." 
12. As a whole, how would you describe your level of participation in these groups? 
 Very low participation 
 Below average participation 
 Average participation 
 Above average participation 
 Very active participation 
13. Is your level of participation in community groups greater than, less than, or about the same as it was 10 to 
15 years ago? 
 Greater than 
 Less than 
About the same 
Thank you for participating in this survey. 
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Test Survey 
Poli Sci 215 Survey 
Please place an X in the blank that best answers the question. 
1. What is your gender? 
 1Vlale 
Female 





3. If the presidential election was held today and you had to choose between President Bush and a Democratic 
candidate for president, who would you vote for? 
 George W. Bush 
The Democratic candidate 
4. Health care is often considered an important issue in politics. The following statements are taken from 
remarks by people running for off ce this year about prescription drugs. Which of the following statements 
do you find most convincing? 
  "A new prescription drug program will just waste your money. It's better if the government lets 
you manage and spend your own money on a health plan of your own choosing." 
  "If you get sick and need to pay for medicine, the amount of money you will pay for prescription 
drug bills will be tremendously high. My plan will save you money by making sure you can afford 
your prescriptions." 
  "America will be a better nation when we reform the health care system so we can guarantee every 
citizen has access to affordable medicine." 
  "If the government begins interfering in the area of prescription drugs, expect the quality of those 
products to decline. It is in the people's best interests if the government stays out of the 
prescription drug business." 
5. Education is often considered an important issue in politics. The following statements are taken from 
remarks by people running for office this year about higher education. Which of the following statements 
do you find most convincing? (Select one) 
  "If you have to pay for college, you're going to find the cost of tuition keeps rising. i support 
increased government funding for state universities because you need to be able to afford your 
college education." 
  "The only way to keep tuition low while maintaining current services is by raising your taxes, and 
that's something I won't do. Your tax dollars. belong in your bank account for you to spend as you 
see fit." 
  "A strong nation depends on people trained in universities. When we find ways to keep the costs 
of tuition low, more people can attend college and become productive citizens in our country." 
  "The government already spends too much money on public universities. This is money that 
could be put to better use in other areas of society or, if put back in the hands of citizens, could 
help jump-start the economy." 
Thank you for participating in this survey. Your contribution is greatly appreciated. 
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